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ANNEX:  Proposal  for  a  directive amending directive 85/3  on  the 
weights  and  dimensions  and  certain other technical 
characteristics of certain road  vehicles SUMMARY 
This  report deals with the circumstances  justifying  a 
derogation accorded to  Ireland and  the United  Kingdom  as 
regards certain maximum  permitted weights  in international 
traffic as  laid down  in Directive 85/3  and its amendment. 
The  duration of these derog.ations  is to be determined on the 
basis of a  technical analysis of the situation of the 
infrastructure in both countries and  on the basis of the 
consequences  of the  implementation of all weight  limits of 
Directive 85/3  in these countries. 
The  starting point  for this  report is the technical conclusions 
of the earlier Commission  report  (COM(87}34}  on the quality o.f 
standards of design  and  assessment  which are  currently applied 
in  Ireland and  UK. 
These  technical  conclusions  and  the additional statistical 
information provided since then,  lead to the  following 
conclusions: 
In the case of the United  Kingdom  and  Ireland sufficient data 
have  now  been collected on  estimates to enable  a  definite time 
limit to be  fixed  for  the deroga-tions  in question. 
The  time  limit in both cases  should  be  long  enough  to 
allow for the completion of  surveys  aimed at the 
identification of  individual bridges which are below the 
load-bearing  standards  and  to allow for the strengthening 
of the most  important bridges on principal  roads. - 2  -
The  time  limit should  not,  however,  be  fixed  so as to allow the 
last sub-standard bridge to be  strengthened.  Safety objectives 
can  be protected,  following  the ending of the derogation,  by 
individual  weight  restrictions where  necessary. 
The  time  limit should be  fixed  in taking  account of the  fact 
that the work  of  strengthening  sub-standard bridges  can  in part 
be  carried on  in parallel to the work of identification. 
Taking  these points  into acount,  the  Commission  believes 
that both derogations  should be  brought to an  end  on 
31  December  1996,  which  would  be  twelve  years afther they were 
granted. SECOND  REPORT  BY  THE  COMMISSION  TO  THE  COUNCIL 
on 
the development  of the circumstances  which  have  justified 
the derogation accorded to Ireland and  the United  Kingdom 
as  regards  certain provisions of  Dir~ctive 85/3 
on  th~ weights  and  dimensions of commercial  vehicles 
1.  Introduction 
1.1.  Reason  for the  report 
Article 8  of Council  Directive 85/3/EEC  on  the weights, 
dimensions  and  certain other technical characteristics 
of certain road  vehicles,  as  amended  by  Directives 
86/360/EEC  and  88/218/EEC,  provides  a  temporary 
derogation to  Ir~land and  the United  Kingdom  in respect 
of the  following  points: 
a)  the total laden weights of  5  and  6  axle  road trains 
in these  Member  States  rieed  not exceed  32,5  tonnes 
and  thoSe of  5  and  6  axle articulated  vehicl~s need 
not  exceed  38  tonnes,  whilst the Directive allows 
40  tonnes  in general and  up  to 44  tonhes  for certain 
articuiated vehicleS  carrying  a  40ft iso container in 
a  combined  transport operation: 
b)  the  sum of the axle weights per tri-axle need  not 
exceed  22,5  tonnes if the distance between the axles 
is over  1,3  and  up  to 1,4 m,  whilst the Directive 
allows  24  tonnes: 
c)  the weight per drive axle  need  not exceed 
10,5 tonnes,  whilst the Directive allows  11,5 tonnes 
(as  from  1  January 1992). - 2  -
Article 8  further specifies that the Commission  should 
submit  a  report to the Council  on  the  development  of the 
circumstances which  have  justified these derogations by 
30.6.1986 concerning points  a  and  b  and  by  30.12.1987 
concerning point c.  These  reports·should be  accompanied 
by proposals  concerning  the duration of these 
derogations  and  procedures  for  periodic reviews of all 
circumstances  justifying the  continuation of these 
derogations. 
1.2.  The  first Commission  report  (COM(87)34) 
In February 1987  the first report of the  Commission  on 
the  UK  and  Irish infrastructure was  transmitted to the 
Council  (COM(87)34).  It was  the  result of preliminary 
investigations made  by  the  Commission  on  this subject. 
( 
As  the  subject concerns the condition of  a  total stock 
of more  than  100.000 bridges,  information  from  national 
authorities was  essential.  First information was  only 
obtained in June  1986  and  was  rather global.  Therefore 
it was  impossible  for  the  Commission to present  a  full 
report  accompanied  by  a  proposal at that time. 
On  the basis of the  information available and  compara-
tive calculations  the  report  concluded  as  follows  : 
- Design  standards  for  bridges in  UK  and  Ireland are 
similar to those  in the other  Member  States of the 
Community.  Modern bridges  in both countries are, 
therefore,  suffiently strong to carry the  EC  maximum 
authorized weights. 
- Older bridges that were  assessed according  to the 
standards of the  UK  assessment  code  BD  21/84 are 
equivalent to bridges  in other Member  States that 
carry the  EC  maximum  authorized weights. - 3  -
- As  only  a  sma·l:l  proportion of old bridges  i:h  UK  and 
Ireland were  assessed at that time,  a  ·St·rategic plan 
of assessment and possible  s·trengtheni·ng  shoul'd  be 
d·rawn  up  in order to ·enabie the  Corruni's'sion .·t·o 'make ·a 
proposal.. 
·A'ftE!r  th·e  tran'SmjJ;sion  o·f  1t:he  fi'rst 1:-epor't 'o'£ ·the 
corrunis'sion ·tlie  fofli:>wing  a.:atHtiona-1  i:nform·a't.'ion  was 
offici-ally provided by "the  ·Iri·sh and  UK  authorities: 
- NovEmiber  19'87 
The  af:fs'e'sfsment  dr 'higHway  br±dge·s  a'hd \:"s'tr-uct:u:res 
isr±age '·cehs·u·s  ana  ':sam:P're  isu:·rv·e.y 
·,<':Pub~l:i'cati:on •o"f  1be't:>artment -of ·  Transpdr~t ·ui<'') 
- 'De'C::'eml:)e·r  r987 
;;Irit:er'iin  c'l:ass·i;fi.;cfcit"ion •·of  road ~bridges 'ih -Ireland 
- Jtri\y •f9ss 
:;R'eport ~-oh 'inspedt:i-'oh :iass'Efs·sment ··ana  .;;rewati'i<l!iitcit'4~on 
8£ ··masonry ·-'arch · brrtlges 
:(.pl.ib·l'ic··a-t·ion .. hf ':t.ne ··Depa:tt:rnent :o·f :'EnVirdrun·ent 
·-ire·nirid: > 
More detail'ed -i·informatioh 'about the condition of bridges 
and  strategic planrlihg  woul;d  have ·been useful  arid ···will 
c·ertainly·appear ·i·n 'the future.  How·ever, 'tlie ·latest 
figu:t'es ·provided ·by -the  Memoer  states·  have  enabled 
·the commission to ;draw ,·a· nuritber  of ·conclusions in the 
technical  fieYd. 
The· proposal 'of·. the  Commis'si'on ·on the durat.ion ·of  the 
derogation is  '·based  ·'on  these· technical considerations. - 4  -
1.4.  Scope  of the report 
f 
The  reasons  for  the  Irish and  British derogation  on 
weights  are given in the preamble  ~.to  the  Directive and 
concern the conditions of the  road  network  in these 
Member  States. 
Higher vehicle weights  may  have  the  following  major 
impacts  on the  road network: 
- faster deterioration of the  roads, 
- higher  loads  on  bridges which  lead to faster 
deterioration and  higher  risks of exceeding  the 
bearing  capacity. 
The  deterioration of  roads  caused  by heavy vehicles is 
mainly  an  economic  problem.  An  assessment  can  be  made  of 
the total effect on  the  roads  of heavier vehicles,  fewer 
of which will be  required to carry the  same  tonnage of 
goods. 
In  January  1980  the  UK  Department of Transport published 
a  report on  the effects of the  increase of the permitted 
weight  from  32,5  to  38  tonnes  for  articulated vehicles. 
The  calculations  in that report  show that,  whilst  38 
tonne  vehicles with  5  axles are individually no  more 
damaging  than  32,5  tonne  vehicles with  4  axles,  20% 
fewer  38  tonne  vehicles are required  for the  same 
transport  job. 
On-going  research  in several European laboratories,  now 
coordinated  in  a  joint research  programme  by  the OECD, 
cofinanced by the  Community  and  several  Member  States, 
aims at a  verification of the theories  on  the  relation 
between  road  damage  and  axle weights.  Results  in 
individual  laboratories have  already demonstrated that 
the relation as described  in the so-called 4th power  law 
cannot  universally be  applied. - 5  -
The  deterioration of roads  caused  by heavier axles will 
be  much  less serious if the  road  is well  maintained. 
Acceptance of higher  loads  in the roads  causes costs 
{road maintenance)  and  benefits  (efficient transport) 
which are  sometimes difficult to assess and  to compare 
but it remains  an  economic  decision.  Higher  loads  on 
bridge,  however,  involve safely aspects on which  a 
decision is more  difficult to make.  Therefore,  since 
bridges are the most  important obstacle to an overall 
harmonization of weights,  this report like COM(87)34 
concentrates on  bridges. 
The  derogations  for  UK  and  Ireland concern  the total 
weight of the vehicles,  the  individual axle weights  and 
the tri-axle. 
Theoretically it is quite possible to calculate axle 
configurations  for  40  or 44  tonne  vehicles which  would 
have  no  greater impact  on  the bridges than  the currently 
permitted  38  tonnes artics or  3  or  4  axle rigid vehicles 
in UK  and  Ireland. 
It may  also be  the case  that an  increase of permitted 
vehicle weights  to EC  limits affects short span bridges 
more  than  long  span bridges. 
Nevertheless  such technical considerations have  not been 
made  in this report because it serves  no  purpose to 
define different durations  for the derogations that were 
granted as  no  axle  configuration can be  excluded  and 
the different types of bridges exist on all categories 
of roads. 
So,  on the basis of the technical analysis of the 
British standards as  made  in  COM(87)34,  this  report 
deals with the consequences of the  introduction of all 
EC  vehicle limits  for  the existing bridges in Ireland 
and  UK. - 6  -
1.5.  Structure of the  report 
In Chapter  2  the actual situation in  UK  is further 
analyzed  on basis of all the  information that has been 
made  available to the Commission  until  now.  Following 
this analysis  conclusions are drawn  as  regards  a 
reasonable duration of the derogation on  technical 
grounds. 
The  same  procedure  is  followed  in Chapter  3  for  Ireland. 
Chapter  4  concludes with the  consequences of the 
technical  findings  of  chapters  2  and  3  for  Community 
legislation as  laid down  in Article  8  of Directive 85/3. 
2.  Analysis  of  situation in the  UK 
2.1.  Introduction 
In Commission  report  COM(87)34  a  technical analysis 
was  made  of the latest assessment  standard  used  in the 
United  Kingdom:  standard  BD  21/84.  This  code  was 
introduced in 1984  to bring  the  standards  in line with 
vehicle weights  of  38  tonnes  and  axle weights  of 10,5 
tonnes.  However,  a  comparison of this code with modern 
design  standards  for  bridges  in  4  other Member  States 
that allow the  EC  vehicle weights,  concludes that 
bridges that meet  the assessment  standards of  BD  21/84 
are equivalent to the bridges in the other Member 
States. 
This  conclusion is the starting point for  the analysis 
of the actual situation as  given hereunder. - 7  -
2.2.  Total  of bridges in the  UK 
Table  1  shows  the estimation of the total  UK  road bridge 
numbers  as given in 1986. 
OWner  Country 
DTp  England  ) 
Wales  ) 
Scotland  ) 
LOcal  N  Ireland 
Government  (all bridges) 
England 
Wales 
Scotland 
+ 
BR  (1)  &  LRT  ( 2) 
+ 
BWB  (3) 
Total 
Table  1:  Numbers  of  UK  Road  Bridges 
(1)  British Railways 
(2)  London  Regional  Transport 
(3)  British Waterways  Board 
Number 
11.400 
8.100 
77.200 
96.700 
2.3.  The  report  "Bridge  Census  and  Sample  survey" 
At  the time of publication of  BD  21/84 it was 
anticipated that a  large  number  of structures would  be 
affected by the code,  but there was  no  reliable estimate 
of the  number  involved,  nor of how many  would  fail to 
meet  the  standards  in the  code. - 8  -
The  report  "Bridge  Census  and  Sample  Survey"  describes  a 
sample  survey by  public  road  bridge  owners  in the United 
Kingdom  to provide these estimates. 
Although  the  study has  been  co-ordinated by  DTp,  it does 
not  include the bridges  owned  by  DTp,  but covers  those 
owned  by  local authorities,  British Rail,  British 
Waterways  and  London  Transport. 
Many  bridges listed in Table  1  have  not  been  included in 
the census  since they were built according to modern 
standards  and  are sufficiently strong.  A  broad 
definition of the  coverage is:  bridges over  1.5 metres 
in span,  either  (a)  built before  1922,  or  (b)  built 
since  1922  but not  known  to have  been  designed to carry 
at least 30  units of  HB  loading  (*)  (which  could  include 
bridges built up  to the early 1960's).  This  means  that 
the  study was  limited to the categories  of bridges which 
are  "suspect"  according to a  classification which  is in 
line with the  request of the  Commission  in report 
COM(87)34. 
The  study took place in two  phases.  Firstly a  census,  to 
establish how  many  bridges were  likely to be affected by 
the  new  code,  and  then  a  sample  survey of about  560 
bridges to assess their load-carrying capacity. 
2.4.  Census 
All  owners  completed  a  census  return giving the  numbers 
of bridges that they  owned  which  complied with the 
guidelines.  These  were  broken  down  into principle 
material  used,  date of construction,  and  class of  road 
carried by the bridge.  Table  2  shows  the total number  of 
bridges in the United  Kingdom  for  each  type of material. 
(*)  See  report  COM(87)34. - 9  -
Table  2:  United  Kingdom  census  totals by material of 
"suspect"  bridges  which  are  not  owned  by  DTp 
including  Nothern  Ireland. 
As  the total  number  of  non  DTp  bridges  is estimated to 
be  85.300 this results confirms  the preliminary 
conclusions  of the first Commission  report that about 
2/3  of the bridges  needed  to be  assessed. 
2.5.  Sample  Survey 
The  sample  survey was  designed with the intention of 
providing overall estimates  of the  number  of 
sub-standard bridges  and of the cost of strengthening 
them.  In addition  information was  gathered about traffic 
flows  and diversion distances,  so that estimates could 
be  made  of the proportions of bridges  for  which  some 
action other than strengthening,  such as weight 
restriction,  might  be  more  economic,  so giving an 
alternative,  lower,  estimate of the total cost. - 10  -
./ 
Most  of the assessments have  been  done  using  simple 
and  hence  conservative methods  of analysis  (e.g.  MEXE 
method  see  COM(B7)34).  The  implications  for  the  sample 
survey as  a  whole  are that there will be  a  tendency  to 
overestimate the  number  of bridges  needing 
strengthening. 
Table  3  shows  the estimated proportions of bridges which 
are  sub-standard. 
Table  3:  Proportions of bridges  below standard 
Materials  Best  estimate 
Masonry  0.10 
Concrete  0.35 
Metal  0.66 
'---· - 11  -
2. 6.  Estimation of t:he  numbe,rs  of  sub-st.andard  non  DT:P  bridges 
Applying  the proportion of bridges below standard of 2.5. 
to the census  returns of  2.4.  gives  the  estima~ed numbers 
of sub-standard bridges  in  UK  shown  in Table  4: 
Table 4:  Estimated totals of sub-standard non  OPt  bridges in UK 
-
Materiais  Estimate 
Masonry  2  800 
Concrete  3  330 
Metal  5  130 
All 
Materials  11  260 
However,  on  the basis  the  DTp  report,  tables  showing  more 
specific information can be  drawn  up  allowing  a  further 
analysis of the  situation. 
Firstly tab];e  5  shows  t.he  totals by  road class and 
rna.teria·l • 
Roughly  1  in 4  of the  "suspect"  bridges  owned  by  local 
authorities,  British Rail  or British waterways  are 
situated on principal roads.  Obviously these  roads are the  .. 
most  important  for  international and  national traffic 
flows. 
Table  5:  Census totals by  road class and material 
OWner 
Total 
Principal  ~oads  Other  roads 
Mas.  Cone.  Met.  Oth.  Total  Mas.  Cone.  Met.  Oth. 
6705  2843  2213  147  11908  28196  7529  5696  842 
Legend  :  Mas.  - Masonry  (Brick  and  Stone) 
Cone. 
Met. 
Oth. 
- Concrete 
- Metal 
- Other 
Grand 
Total Total 
42263  54171 =  12  -
Secondly table  6  gives more  detaile,d figures  about the 
assessed bearing capacity as  found  in the  sample  survey. 
Table  6  Sample  by material  and  a.ssessed  capacity 
I 
-· 
Masonry  Concrete-~Metal 
Assessed  --r--:-
Capacity  No.  %  No.  %  No.  % 
7.5t or  less  6  2  41  24  65  52 
more  than 7.5t 
but less than  20  8  18  11  16  13 
38t 
·-~--
38t or  more  237  90  110  65  43  35 
(BD  21/84) 
Total  263  100  1 169  100  124  100 
---
As  argued  above,  the  assessment  methods  used  (MEXE)  will 
lead to a  rather pessimistic view of the situation. 
Nevertheless  table  6  makes it clear that of  the bridges 
that were  assessed below  standard  BD  21/84  the  concrete 
and  metal  structures  in particular are  not  just a  little 
too weak  but that they are assessed only  for  7.5  tonnes  or 
less.  This  means  that those  bridges are  far  below the 
level which  is needed  to carry current British vehicle 
weights. 
Applying  the percentages of table  6  to the total numbers 
of  sub-standard bridges gives table  7. - 13  -
Table  7  Estimated totals of sub-standard non  DTp  bridges by 
assessed  capacity 
Masonry 
Concrete 
Metal 
7.5t 
or  less 
650 
2310 
4120 
7080 
between 
7.5t and  38t 
2150 
1020 
1010 
4180 
Total 
2800 
3330 
5130 
11260 
It is obvious that this table indeed reflects a  serious 
infrastructure problem in Great Britain. 
However,  it is hard to believe that more  then  7000 
bridges with  a  bearing capacity of 7.5  tonnes  or less 
are  regularly used  by  lorries with  a  total weight of 38 
tonnes  or  a  tri-axle weight of  22.5  tonnes  as  allowed 
under  current British legislation.  It is most  likely 
that these bridges are situated on  places where  these 
vehicles do  not pass or that these bridges already have 
weight restrictions  now. 
The  more  than  4000  bridges of mediocre quality are more 
difficult to identify and  may  represent  a  more  serious 
hidden problem if vehicle weight limits are raised to 
the  EC  level. 
A  speedy identification of these problem cases is needed 
not only for  the  implementation of  EC  vehicle  standard 
but also for  the  sake of safety in the UK. - 14  -
2.1.  Bridges  under  the authority q!_Q!£ 
The  total of bridges  owned  by the central  government 
(except bridges  in Northern  Ireland)  is estimated to be 
11400. 
According  to the information provided by the  UK 
authorities,  the  numbers  of bLidges  on  motorways  and 
other trunk  roads  in the  "suspect"  category owned  by the 
DTp  are around  2000  in England  and  1000  in Wales  and 
Scotland.  These  are important bridges  for  the British 
road  infrastructure. 
At present  a  systematic  assessment of these bridges is 
taking place  in order to provide  the competent 
authorities with detailed information  for  a  strengthening 
programme  or temporary weight  restrictions. 
This  assessment is scheduled to be  finished within 3-5 
years. 
It is very likely that these  DTp  bridges which are at 
present used  by all heavy  UK  traffic are in a  much  better 
condition than the bridges owned  by  local authorities. 
However,  no  further details about  the  expected results of 
the  DTp  assessment  could be  provided at present. 
Therefore the  following  assumptions  are made: 
- Bridges with the very  low bearing capacity of 
7,5  tonnes  or less are  not  included in the  category of 
"suspect"  DTp  bridges. 
- Bridges  that have  a  medium bearing  capacity  (7,5  -
38  tonnes)  figure  in the  category of  "suspect"  DTp 
bridges  in the  same  proportion as  found  for  non  D'l'p 
bridges. - 15  -
2.8.  Recapitulation 
The  foregoing  considerations on  the  situation of the  UK 
bridges are reflected in Table  8. 
Table 8:  Quality of bridges  in UK  (round  figures) 
I  II  Ill  IVA  IVB 
Owner  Total  suspect  estimation  very sub- sub-standard 
sub-standard  standard  between 
7.5t  7.5  and  38t 
or  less 
DTp  11400  3000  230  - 230* 
~------· 
non  DTp 
(incl.all 
bridges  85300  54171  11260  7080  4180 
in N  IRL 
Total  96700  57171  11490  7080  4410 
% of total  100%  58%  12%  7.3%  5% 
-
*  Estimated to be  the  same  proportion of  column  II as  for 
non  DTp  bridges. 
As  argued  in par.  2.6 it is assumed  that bridges in column 
IVA  are not  used  by heavy lorries.  If they are,  even 
occasionaly,  then  they  should  be  reinforced or restricted 
immediately but it is hard to claim that an increase of 
vehicle weights  up to the  EC  limits will affect this 
category. 
Column  IVB  (5%  of the total  UK  bridge  stock)  represents  in 
reality the  UK  problem with accepting  EC  vehicle weights. - 16  -
As  for  the  figure of  5%  the  following  observations  can  be 
made: 
As  demonstrated by Table  5  only  1  to 4  of the  non  DTp 
bridges are  on principal  roads.  If we  apply this esti-
mate  conservatively to the  figures  of  column  IVB  then 
the result is that less than  2%  of the bridges  on 
trunk  roads  and principal  roads will  need 
strengthening to carry the  EC  vehicle weights  safely. 
It is not  realistic to maintain  a  general derogation 
for  a  whole  network of infrastructure until the 
rehabilitation of  the last bridge has  been  finished. 
It is possible to allow industrial traffic to 
circulate if 5%  of  the bridges that could  be  used are 
weight restricted,  all the more  so if this means  a 
weight restriction on only  2%  of the bridges  on  trunk 
roads  and principal roads. 
The  above  observations  lead to the  following  conclusions: 
The  technical  justification for  the  UK  derogation in 
Directive 85/3  will  not  remain valid until all bridges 
have  been  strengthened but will  be  valid at least until 
the  5%  of weak  bridges has  been  identified. 
The  identification of the weak  DTp  bridges will be 
finished  in  3-5  years.  In  tandem with this assessment the 
strengthening of the most critical cases will be begun. 
On  a  local  level assessment  takes place but there is no 
overall planning.  Nevertheless at least for principal 
roads  a  similar  schema  for  non  DTp  bridges  seems  to be 
reasonable.  This  implies that within  a  comparatively 
short period  following  the  end of the process  of identi-
fication of 3-5  years all bridges on  trunk  and  principal 
roads will have  been either strengthened to the  required 
standard or,  if not,  could  be  individually weight 
restricted.  From that point there would  no  longer be  a 
technical  justification for  a  general weight restriction 
in the  UK. - 17  -
3.  Analysis of the  situation in Ireland 
3.1.  Introduction 
Although  in Directive 85/3  the  same  derogations were 
accorded to Ireland as  to the United  Kingdom  the 
situation in both countries appears  to be quite 
different. 
The  infrastructure of  Ireland is much  older and  the 
network of national primary  and  secondary  roads  is 
limited  (6%  of  the total length of all roads). 
As  regards  the  maximum  authorized vehicle weights,  the 
Irish legislation permits  now  a  weight  for  5-axle  road 
trains of  38  tonnes  which is equal  to the  maximum 
permitted weight  for  5-axle articulated vehicles. 
The  UK  still maintains  32,5  tonnes  as  a  maximum  for  road 
trains according to the derogation in Directive 85/3. 
It must  be  said that technically there is absolutely  no 
justification for  a  lower  limit for  road trains than  for 
articulated vehicles.  Road  trains are longer  (18  m)  so 
the distribution of the weight is even better.  The  Irish 
position on  this issue is certainly more  logical  from 
the technical point of view. 
3.2.  Present situation in Ireland 
In the first Commission  report com(87)34,  estimations 
were  given of the Irish situation on  basis of a  limited 
sample  survey of 113  bridges.  In the conclusions  a 
further  classification was  asked  in order to be  able to 
quantify the problem more precisely. - 18  -
The  Irish authorities have  now  surveyed  2500  of their 
bridges  and  they have  established  ~  computerized register 
to keep  and  analyse the bridge data.  The  survey is 
scheduled to be  completed  by  the  end  of  1990. 
Guidelines  on repair and  strengthening have  been drawn  up 
and  circulated and  an  average  of  £  2  million per  annum  was 
allocated to bridge  strengthening in  1987  and  1988. 
Though  a  strategic plan  on  strengthening,  indicating  a 
possible duration of  Ireland's derogation has  not yet been 
forwarded,  the efforts described above  give  a  more 
accurate picture of the situation. 
Table  9  shows  the  interim classification of  road  bridges 
in Ireland. 
Table  9 
Interim classification of 
-,--
Number  % of all 
road  bridges  - Ireland  road bridges 
1.  Bridges  not built according  to known 
standards which have  not yet  been 
assessed  18600  93% 
2.  Bridges designed  from  1922  - 1961  to 
carry  HA  loading  whose  capacity  for 
HB  loading has  not  been  checked  800  4% 
3.  Bridges designed after 1961  to carry 
45  or  37  1/2  HB  units  600  3% 
4.  Bridges  designed  after 1982  to carry 
BS  5400  loads  including  assessment  70  -
Total  road bridges  (all classes)  20070  100% - 19  -
Analysis  of this table  leads  to the conclusion that the 
proportion of old bridges  (mainly masonry  arch)  is very 
high. 
These kinds  of bridges  not built according to known 
standards are difficult to assess.  Therefore  the on-going 
survey is mainly based  on visual  inspection and  global 
calculations  (MEXE  method). 
Nevertheless  the results of the  survey completed  up till 
now  confirm the  init~al conclusion of COM(87)34  that  35% 
of the  suspect bridges will need  strengthening before  EC 
vehicle weights  can safety be  admitted. 
Recapitulation of Irish situation 
Total  number  of bridges  suspect estimati 
...........  ----
20000  19400 
100%  97% 
---· 
on  sub-standard 
7000 
35% 
The  key  issue is to identify the bridges which are not  up 
to a  sufficient load--bearing  standard and  strengthen the 
most  important operating  local weight  restrictions on  the 
remainder. - 20  -
In the absence of strategic planning  for  the strengthening 
it is difficult for  the  Commission  to estimate  a  realistic 
period  for  the derogation.  However  the  following 
observations  can  be  made: 
- The  end of the derogation should not  coincide with the 
reinforcement of the last bridge in Ireland.  A  system of 
local weight restrictions could replace the general 
derogation when  the rehabilitation of the most  strategic 
bridges is completed.  As  the Directive 85/3 deals with 
international traffic the  strengthening operation should 
be  concentrated on  national primary  and  secondary  roads 
and  on  industrial areas  in the first place. 
- The  costs  of  strengthening of a  masonry  arch bridge are 
difficult to estimate but the  average  costs will  likely 
be  not  lower  then  £  10,000.  Spending  £  2  million  a  year 
would  allow the  strenghtening of  no  more  than  200 
bridges. 
It is obvious  that the  strengthening of  even  some  of the 
7000  bridges will not be  finished within  a  reasonable 
period if no  more  money  is allocated. 
Allocation of more  money  is of course  the  responsibility 
of the  Irish government  however  there is a  strong 
argument  for  Community  financial  support  in the 
framework  of infrastructure programme.  This  view rests 
particularly on  the  fact that existence of Directives  on 
weights  and  dimensions  argue  for the  Community itself to 
assume  a  role in insuring that infrastructure is brought 
up to the  common  standards that are  needed.  In addition 
such action would assist in the process  of harmonisating 
transport conditions  and  increasing the efficiency of 
transport in the  Community  overall. - 21  -
However  even with much  more  money  logistical problems 
will  limit the  number  of bridges that can  be 
strengthened in Ireland.  Specialized contractors  and 
engineers are needed  for this work  and it is not 
possible to repair many  bridges in one  area at the  same 
time as  reasonable traffic circulation should be 
maintained.  The  rehabilitation of 300  bridges  a  year 
seems  to be  a  reasonable limit. 
Of  the total road  network  6%  are national  primary or 
secondary  roads.  Assuming  that  25%  of the Irish areas 
are  frequently  used  by  international heavy traffic,  this 
means  that the general derogation could  be  ended  when 
about  30%  (2100)  of the  sub-standard bridges have  been 
strengthened. 
In  view of these  factors  strengthening  should  be 
concentrated on  primary  and  secondary national  roads  and 
industrial areas.  The  derogation  should be  ended  when 
the strenthening of bridges  in the areas  and  roads  which 
are used  by  international traffic has  been  finished. 
Local  weight  restrictions,  even  for  complete  areas, 
should take  the place of general  restrictions. ·- 22  = 
4.  Pro,eosed duration of the dercgat.ion5 
The  C()nclusion  in the  case  of  tJ1e  trrd.-ted  Kingdcm  a1-1d  Il·eland 
is that sufficient data ·r.ave  now  been  collect~d on estimates 
to enable  a  definite time  limit to be  fized  for  the 
derogations in question. 
The  time  limit in both cases  should be  long  enough to 
allow for  the  completion of surveys  aimed at the 
identification of individual bridges which  a.re  belo•.V'  the 
load-bearing  standards  and  to allow for the  strengthening 
of  t.he  most  important bridg-es  en  principal roads. 
The  time  limit  should  not,  however,  be  fixed  so as  to 
allow the last sub-standard bridge to be  st.i:engthened. 
Safety objectives  can be protected,  following  t.b.e  ending 
of the derogation,  by  individual weight  restrictions where 
necessary. 
The  time  limit should  be  fixed  in taking  account of the 
fact that the work of strengthening  sub-standard bridges 
can  in part be  carried on  in parallel to the work  of 
identification. 
Taking  these points into acount,  the Commission believes 
that both derogations  should be  brought to an  end  on 
31  December  1996,  which would  be  twelve years  afther they 
were  granted. PROPOSAL 
FOR 
A  DIREcTIVE  AMENDING  DIRECTIVE  85/3 
A.."lliEX  . 
ON  THE  WEIGHTS  AND  DIMEHSIONS  AND  CERTAIN  OTHER  TECHNICAL 
CHARACTERISTICS  OF  CERTAIN  ROAD  VEHICLES 
THE  COUNCIL  OF  THE  EUROPEAN  COMMUNITIES 
Having  regard to the Treaty establishing the European 
Econonomic  Community,  and  in particular Article  75  thereof, 
Having  regard to the proposal  from  the  Con~ission, 
Having  rtgard to the opinion of the  European  Parliament, 
Having  regard to the opinion of the  Economic  and  Social 
Commit  tea, 
whereas  Directive 85/3/EEC  (l)  as  amended  by  Directive 
88/218/EEC  (2)  lays  down  maximum  authorized weights, 
dimensions  and other technical characteristics of certain 
road vehicles: 
whereas  ·the  state of certain portions of  th.e  road  network  in 
Ireland and  the  Unit.;.;d  Kingdom  d:.i.d  not.  make it possible a·t 
the  st:.age  o£  adup·tion of Directive 85/3  and  its amendments  ·to 
aptJly  ~>'-11.  ·the  provj_sions of this Direct.ive: 
'fl!hereas  the application of  some  of thase provisions  in those 
Member  States  \>"i'aS  't.herefore  temp~ra1·il.y defc-!rred  under 
ar.cang~m~r~:ts to be  laid doy,'ll  by  t.hi3  Co~ncil in a  decision to 
be  taken at a  l&ter date: 
(1)  O.J.  L  2  of  3.01.1985. 
(2)  O.J.  L  ~8 of 15.04.1988. - 2  -
whereas it was  not yet possible to lay down  those 
arrangements  in Directive  85/3~ 
whereas  the Commission  transmitted on  4  February  1987  a  first 
report to the Council  (1)  indicating that the bridges  in 
Ireland and  the United  Kingdom  which were built according  to 
the design  standards  applied  in those  Member  States are 
sufficiently strong to carry the maximum  authorized weights 
of Directive  85/3~ 
whereas  the  Commission has  asked  in that report  for  a 
classification of all bridges  in  7  defined  classes  followed 
by  a  strategic plan  for  the assessment and  strengthening work 
to be  done  in order to enable the  Commission to make  a 
proposal concerning  the duration of the derogation; 
whereas  on basis of the first report and  the  information 
provided  since then,  the  Commission has  drafted  a  second 
report,  which deals with all derogations  accorded  to Ireland 
and  UK  in Directive 85/3  and its amendments; 
whereas  this report  concludes that there will  be  no  further 
justification for  a  general  derogation once  the sub-standard 
bridges have  been  identified and  those on pricipal routes 
have  been  strengthened; 
whereas  bridges  which still require  strengthening after the 
end of the derogation could be  covered by  local restrictions 
but that there is then  no  justification for  a  further general 
derogation~ 
whereas,  once  safety considerations are met  in this way,  the 
full application of the provisions of Directive 85/3 will 
have  beneficial effects on  the operation of transport 
facilities, 
HAS  ADOPTED  THIS  DIRECTIVE  -
(1)  COM(87)34  final. - 3  -
Article  1 
Directive 85/3/EEC  is hereby  amended  as  follows. 
Article 8  is replaced by the  following: 
"  The  provisions of Article  3  as  regards  the  standards 
referred to in points  2.2,  3.3.2 and  3.4 of Annex  I  shall 
not apply to the United  Kingdom  and  Ireland until 
31  December  1996. 
However,  the United  Kingdom  and  Ireland shall apply until 
31  December  1996 Article  3  to the articulated vehicles referred 
to in point 2.2.2 of Annex  I  where: 
the total  laden weight  does  not exceed  38  tonnes, 
the weight  on  any tri-axle with  the spacing  specified in 
point 3.3.2 of Annex  I  does  not  exceed  22,5  tonnes 
and  to the  combined  vehicles  referred to in point  2.2 of 
Annex  I  where  the weight per driving axle does  not exceed 
10,5 tonnes." 
Article  2 
After consulting the Commission,  Member  States shall take the 
measures  necessary to comply with this Directive not later than 
l  July 1989. 
Member  States shall inform the Commission of the measures  they 
take to implement  this Directive. 
Article  3 
This  Directive is adressed to the  Member  States. 
Done  at Brussels,  ••••• _..  ••  t  ....... 
COMPETITIVE  IMPACT  STATEKE~T 
The  proposal  for  a  Directive  annexed  to  the  report  amends 
Directive  ~5/3  on  maximum  permitted  weights  and  dimensions  of 
commercial  vehicles.  In  Article  8  o~  this  Directive  a 
temporary  derogation  was  accorded  to  the  UK  and  Ireland  as 
regards  certain  weight  limits  because  of  the  condition  of  the 
infrastructure  in  those  countries. 
The  proposed  amendment  of  Directive  b5/3  fixes  a  closing  date 
for  these  derogations  of  31  December  1996.  As  from  this  date 
vehicles  in  the  UK  and  Ireland  may  circulate  with  the  same 
weights  as  in  the  rest  of  the  Community.  As  an  example  the 
maxi~um permitted  total  weight  for  articulated  vehicles  will 
be  raised  as  from  this  date  from  3b  tonnes  to  40  tonnes. 
The  impact  on  small  and  medium  enterprises  will ·be  two  fold 
Enterprises  in  the  UK  and  Ireland  can  operate  under  the 
same  more  economical  conditions  as  in  the  other  Member 
States. 
Lorries  entering  the  territory  of  the  UK  and  Ireland  do 
not  need  to  adapt  their  loading  to  the  specific  situation 
of  these  countries. 
In  general  the  impact  of  this  measure  will  be  positive  for 
enterprises  involved  in  transport  in  the  whole  Community. 
- -----------·-·--